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Welcome.  Meeting was called to order at 4:33 by Co-Chairs Larry Phillips and Mr. De’Sean 
Quinn.  

Meeting 3 Summary. Members present voted unanimously to approve Meeting #3 Summary. 

Introduction. Facilitator Barbara Cairns described today’s goal, to reach consensus around 
recommendations that will direct staff to prepare the recommendations report. There will be a 
presentation about the issue at hand, and there will be a vote if we are ready to make a 
decision about the question. Ms. Cairns reviewed the voting process from Page 4 of the Land 
Conservation Advisory Group charter. 

Bob Burns stated that staff will present brief summaries and updates about each topic, 
reviewing some of the changes between Meeting 3 and Meeting 4 versions of the Land 
Conservation Advisory Group Report Recommendation Tables. We have made staff 
recommendations on funding levels to provide something to react to.  

Open Space Equity. Mr. Darren Greve acknowledged the discussion last week on equity, which 
resulted in a request for a refined recommendation this week. He outlined a four-part proposal: 
a policy statement and objective; a funding proposal and map; a 2018 initial body of work; and 
a post-2018 implementation plan. 

Mr. Greve reviewed the policy statement on the slides. Mr. Greve reviewed the new map 
analysis to identify communities of the greatest and most acute need. Staff focused on the 
census tracts where the health indicators and the income were in the lowest third of the 
county. Staff mapped the households within those areas which lacked open space access within 
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¼ mile in the urban area. The map is a dynamic map that can change over time – but which 
helped us scale the need to the target areas. Staff identified the acquisitions needed to provide 
access within the red areas. Adding standard cost inflators, staff estimate it will take $160 
million to eliminate red areas on the map.  

There is a body of work for 2018 developed in support with our equity consultants. The goal is 
to dive in on an equity-focused open space planning process with 2-3 cities, to seek 
philanthropic funding to help fund the work, and seek resources to effectively engage these 
communities around open space needs.  

The implementation plan also identifies the need for an equity open space cabinet composed of 
cities, health care providers, community members, businesses, etc, to create criteria about 
equity, act in an oversight capacity, and act as a thought leader on the issue. Eligible projects 
would be located in target areas or which meet criteria, with citizen involvement, with city 
coordination, and project readiness. Decisions would be made through the CFT citizens 
committee, and projects would not require a match.  

It will take more than just that $160M to implement this objective, so we would recommend a 
campaign to seek philanthropic funding from foundations and businesses to help enable 
communities and cities to develop projects. Also, King County should deploy acquisition staff 
resources to help support work of cities who need it. 

Mr. George Cheung described the recommendations for the 2018 planning process in more 
depth. He described a community-based and equity-based funding process, focusing within a 
few jurisdictions who are likely to receive additional equity based funds. The work would 
consider parks plans and seek broad-based participation such as a community assembly (30-60 
randomly selected people are selected and compensated to convene and discuss the issues). 
This would respect local planning processes and parks priorities. It could serve as a holistic road 
map to help build open space equity road map through an equity lens. This could provide a 
menu of options to funders to help support in these communities. This effort could help build 
support and awareness of this issue and shape public perception of this work. A meaningful, 
visible planning process could help create a positive narrative around equity and why additional 
funds are worth the investment. 

• $160 million seems low, wondering about the numbers?  These are 152 acquisitions 
needed to meet a ¼ mile service area, ¼ acre sites, with costs based on average land 
value in those areas. 

• How do you propose working with the cities to make sure the cities want to do this? Not 
sure you will have the cities on board. Mr. Cheung responded that we would need full 
cooperation of cities. This is meant to be a process that helps cities and region focus on 
equity and perhaps amend parks plans to address equity. 

• Would all parks be ¼ acre? That seems small, as many other parks are likely larger in 
other areas. Mr. Greve responded that we are using ¼ acre as a proxy for determining a 
dollar amount. On the ground, they may vary in size – and we used this ¼ acre size for 
planning purposes and to scale the finances.  
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• This effort will require regional involvement, and Sound Cities help further this work in 
target cities. 

• $160 million is a lot of money, but in relation to the whole it’s not a lot. I want to make 
sure that it’s not just a token amount and is right-sized to address the need.  Mr. Burns 
responded that we won’t force any city to do work they don’t want to do.  We would 
like to work with every city on that map, and it will be a process. Hearing a concern that 
¼ acre as an average size is too small. We can re-run those numbers based on higher 
average acreage per transaction.  

• We’ve been around the table for a long time now, and I, like many folks around the 
table, represent a city. There are many departments engaged for the city of Seattle. We 
have opportunity brief our mayor last week, and the city has some concerns. From 
Seattle’s perspective we think there are some disparities that make us unable at this 
time to fully support the initiative. We’d like to support it, however there are concerns 
around the impact on housing affordability, and concerns about new property tax 
revenue. This goes to why we haven’t provided data on available lands. We have an 
“open space inside outside” initiative. This initiative doesn’t really line up neatly into 
that proposal. Our priority is open space that already exists that can be developed – e.g. 
street trees, urban plazas, green streets – which seems a broader definition of what 
constitutes green space for an urban community. We think there’s a disconnect 
between what this funding can be used for versus what the needs are for Seattle. 
Speaking on behalf of Seattle, I would like to have additional meetings to flesh out other 
concerns that cities have. This may push us into a box, and it’s a box we may not want to 
be in. We’d like to work more closely with you to work more on this and try to get it 
right.  

• I’m a Seattle resident. I think that the city is not always even interested in saving pocket 
parks. In my neighborhood we did save a little park, but it was the citizens that saved it 
and the citizens who negotiated with developers in the area. It is important to say that 
we need to preserve even small green spaces within dense cities. It is fine to try to make 
streets greener. But there is great value in having protected spaces in cities. We have 
worked to bring urban green spaces into the picture of this initiative. Yes $160 M does 
seem small in a way, but we’re trying to provide people the opportunity for people to 
get to a green space in 10 minutes. Spaces are disappearing almost overnight. 

• I support the proposal that has been put forward. I hear the comments and concerns. I 
want to speak from the perspective of a city that is pretty much built out and struggles 
to find open space. An apartment owner was evicting families because kids were playing 
in the parking lot which is a safety risk, because they didn’t have a place to play. When I 
think about what was presented by our consultants, I think about how thoughtful they 
were in acknowledging the history of challenges to provide open spaces in the past as 
we developed. The approach is aspirational and built on direct conversations with every 
city in King County. This is non-traditional as other groups could help identify open 
spaces within cities beyond comprehensive plans. I think the power is in this policy 
statement. We are clear on the goal of providing access in the red areas. That is a pretty 
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transparent principle that I think we can all agree on. The ¼ acre size is probably about 
right – it may vary in various jurisdictions. Some cities may have more opportunity for 
open space, while others may have smaller additions. It’s good to get a start on any of 
these acquisitions. Wants to overcome the inability to make decisions, before these 
lands become even more expensive.  

• The Trust for Public Land has a national goal that everyone lives within a 10 minute walk 
of a great park. Thinking about testing ideas and trying out pilots is a good strategy. The 
community readiness piece is very important. There are communities where ¼ acre 
parks do serve their needs. There are communities that need something else  – those 
needs depend on other built and social infrastructure. When working in communities 
that are disenfranchised, these projects are really complicated and it will take really 
creative work and partnership to ensure it’s successful. 

• Of the areas identified in red, have you already identified parcels? Staff responded that 
red shows areas that lack open space, and we have not identified specific acquisitions, 
just mapped the needs there. We would work with cities and communities to identify 
the types of open spaces that would meet their needs.  

• When we buy parcels that are built out, I am concerned that you would remove a house. 
There are undeveloped parcels within those areas so not fully built out. 

• Where is this money coming from? This would be part of the whole initiative, the same 
funding as the broader pot of funds but specific and dedicated as a source of funds. 

• I am concerned about McCleary, hesitant about tax impacts.  

• Staff has done great outreach to cities. While that’s nudged cities to come to the table 
and work, not all cities have gotten there. On this issue, how long do you have to wait? 
City of Seattle has been around for 150 years and we can be proud of the park system, 
but there are red areas that are underserved in Seattle. In my neighborhood it has taken 
a great deal of work to fight for the postage stamps.  It’s hard to find open space as that 
wasn’t planned ahead of time. While the process might not be perfect today, Mr. 
Cheung pointed out how much better the process could get with more work over the 
next year and through implementation. Would we not address this need now? How long 
would we wait? In one of the most affluent places in the planet can we do a little better 
here to not delay this?  For example: How many times have we said that we wish we 
had voted differently in 1968 and 1970 on mass transit? We may never dig ourselves out 
of that hole. I am also sensitive that not everyone is on board here. 

• Could we build in some additional time with cities to flesh this out to address some of 
the thoughts raised by cities tonight? I don’t think that in terms of the substance of this, 
are we too far apart. 

• This gets more expensive by the minute. I challenge us to finish the work we started. 
This is a leadership question representing cities, interest groups, citizens. Let’s not leave 
our citizens to fight for the scraps. 
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• Because we think that this is so important to address, we want to make sure that the 
recommendations are prudent and realistic. We’d like to make sure that the entire 
equity proposal is the right proposal and can be implemented. We share the goal to 
preserve land and provide open space opportunity. We want to make sure that this is 
the right approach. We’d like to ask time for cities time to dig into it and make sure that 
this is the proposal that is shaped the right way. That applies to the equity proposal, and 
to the whole thing.  

• Ms. Cairns noted that the proposal was described to include an intensive phase of work 
with cities and communities to facilitate their identification of open space acquisitions 
that are most important to those communities. The process is suggested by which 
people would engage in the very type of deliberations that those who have expressed 
concern have identified as being important. 

• In the policy objective there is a statement that equity work should keep with the pace 
of other acquisitions. Could this work hinder the protection of other conservation lands 
while the work is underway on city acquisitions? Mr. Burns responded that we don’t see 
a hindrance. We think that we can ramp up our acquisition groups and work with 
partners such as Forterra and TPL to help carry out transactions. Regarding whether 
there is available property, we are persistent and have successes in carrying out this 
work over time. We need to have urgency to catch people up to a basic service level.  

• If the high value non-urban property is available and not keeping pace on urban 
property, would you transact on rural property? Mr. Greve responded that we’d try to 
pursue all goals over time, working on all fronts to protect lands of various types. 

• Overall I don’t have a problem with the policy statement. I noted last time that we 
should be placing enough importance on this. I know pocket parks are important, but 
also big parks are needed too. Thinks we need to scale this to provide some larger parks 
too. Having a plan that does more than just tries to put a little money toward equity. 
Could we work more in depth on this to make it right. Wants to make sure it’s really an 
equity piece, not just a token. 

• I think the map is much better and more transparent. I want to go back to a comment 
that I made 2 weeks ago – is it realistic that acquisition in each one of these areas on the 
map will solve this problem for every single location? Will we not know the outcome 
before going in. Cities currently have opportunity to use CFT grant money to acquire 
open space. There are many avenues to solve this problem – from the community, from 
the jurisdiction, or other projects. Thinks that funding may need to come from other 
sources, but perhaps needs to be higher.  

• Regarding the pace statement - “Should match or exceed” – not “shall” – it is 
aspirational. 

• I keep coming back to “is this realistic”? Yes I think it is. This is a very good plan that has 
been developed.  
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• From a practical standpoint, I don’t fully understand the planning process. We’d vote to 
approve $160M for equity. But what about this planning process, does it have anything 
to do with $160M. Mr. Burns responded that the process relates directly to the money. 
If the Advisory Group recommends that we initiate that immediately, we’d go work with 
communities where there is red. We may not be able to meet with everyone 
immediately, but we’d start the process of meeting with as many as possible. County 
would initiate to discuss the idea of eliminating the red, that money may be available, 
and to dig into the process of helping identifying the needs and the opportunities where 
we might purchase open space. We wouldn’t get through this work in 2018. But we’d 
start in on the work, and invest money during 2018 to help work in the affected 
communities. Mr. Greve continued, we would rely on the non-profit partners to a great 
degree and work with them to do concerted outreach to philanthropic community to 
help fund that planning work. There would be engagement of city and community 
leaders to carry out the work described by Mr. Cheung earlier tonight. Mr. Cheung 
noted that the community engagement process would help educate people and bring 
individuals and communities to the table to discuss this work. It is phased to be an 
intentional learning opportunity, to start a process, learn from experience, and applies 
those lessons in the next situation. Mr. Murphy stated that this work aligns really well 
with county’s broader goals, communities of opportunity, etc. This is work that we 
should have been doing all along – and so when do we start? 

• I feel like the initial question was, do you feel like we are ready to make a decision about 
this part of the project? Others seem not to be ready. I’d be uncomfortable if I were to 
endorse something that was too small or token. Seems like some comments have been 
directed toward hesitation to making a decision. There’s been a lot of commentary on 
both sides in the room. I am wondering if ¼ acre is enough in size. Wondering if it’s big 
enough. I hear cities saying they are far from being ready. I hear others saying we’re 
close, let’s just decide. This is very complex and we need to make sure it’s the right 
proposal.  

• I believe it is a great idea to move forward with the equity portion of it (though overall I 
have concern about whether the whole proposal can be funded). 

• Seattle always supports social equity. If there were opportunity to have more detailed 
discussions, and not compartmentalized discussions, I think we can get there.  

• The cities who have red have often not come forward with proposals. Seattle has had an 
actual goal of a 10,000 acre pocket park within ¼ mile of every citizen, or something like 
that. They have a large staff and have worked very hard to have pocket parks and 
funded them diligently over the past decade or two. I see this as helping lift those cities 
with capacity issues to be as prepared as Seattle to provide small parks throughout their 
jurisdictions.  

• The reason I agreed to participate in the Advisory Group was a commitment to 
conservation across the region and that includes equity.  I’ve seen a lot of cities that say 
we don’t have staff so we can’t identify anything. This is an opportunity to pair 
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acquisition opportunity with support in the process. I think we are working to provide 
cities tools to be successful. I’m all for continuing the conversation. But based on what 
I’m hearing it will take time to maximize this and flesh this out. We are already late at 
doing this. I think the framework is heading in the right direction. This is a good faith 
attempt at moving towards the right end. 

• From The Nature Conservancy’s perspective, we support moving forward. We’d like to 
make sure it’s bold enough. I’d support whatever process occurs – perhaps separate 
process with various cities over next few weeks? The equity piece is critical. We should 
affirm this work. Let’s not get held up in the details and have that prevent us from 
moving forward on this.  

• In thinking about the maps in the past of county and city priorities in the broader 
initiative, these parcels in red are different. By nature, they are located in areas that are 
more densely populated, urban and with more concrete. The opportunity here is about 
families and equity. But the environmental opportunity here is incredibly important. I 
think it is on us to ensure that the process takes into account all the opportunities for 
cleaner air from all the plantings, water quality benefit and addressing toxic runoff in 
communities is really critical. I want to make sure as we sit down with communities to 
learn what is important to them, we also think about the health benefits and related 
environmental benefits we can accomplish with open spaces in this dense areas. 

• So often TPL is working with city and county partners on this topic to try to think big 
about open spaces and social equity. So many of the pieces that are actually here in this 
proposal are sometimes missing from those other discussions (e.g. match, selection 
committee). There is so much good thinking here. From my perspective I think we’re 
here. I think it’s less about the number of parks – I think the methodology to create this 
map seems solid. The idea that when you include communities in creating parks in their 
neighborhood and are parks that they love, those benefits transcend boundaries. The 
size is not that important –at this point testing that idea through our pilot project is a 
great way to make sure that it sticks. Can we endorse that whole effort while we work 
out the details. TPL fully supports the direction that this effort is moving. 

• From the realtor community’s perspective, we are concerned about affordability as the 
number one crisis, but the concurrent concern with that is livability. When I look at the 
red distribution on this map and what I believe to be the inequity there… A lot of my 
work is with developers and I think in terms of critical infrastructure.  And no different 
than sewer, gas, transit, to me there is environmental infrastructure that is missing from 
some of these areas. In our mind, it is exacerbating the affordability crisis in the core. 
Often times we meet with folks and developers, and we say “Why don’t we move out 
here?” or “Why don’t we develop out there?” And they say things like, sorry to be blunt, 
“Who would want to live there?” Well, we have to internalize that and say “Why would 
you say that? We have some of the same natural beauty in many of these areas. Transit 
notwithstanding, we have some amazing parks. What is missing and preventing people 
from wanting to spread out a little bit? We believe that a lot of it is the environmental 
infrastructure, it’s parks, it’s open space, some of it is schools. It’s cliché but if you build 
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it they will come. Spreading out some of our environmental infrastructure will help 
actually solve this problem not exacerbate it. I’m a third generation Bellevue resident 
and I’ve gotten to benefit today from many of those early decisions that were made. I 
appreciate the leadership trying to push that out because hopefully in 30 or 40 years 
there is someone who is saying “I’m third generation Algona Pacific and this is an 
amazing place to live and I’m proud to be here.” It starts somewhere. I speak clearly in 
support. I want to reinforce that I think it’s important to take equity to the top of the 
stack. We’ll figure out the funding, once we figure out the direction. 

• It may be shocking to people to think that Bellevue would advocate for doing more in 
terms of equity so I appreciate that.  I think it’s been a good conversation. I find that if 
we put policy and implementation piece together, it can get confusing in general. I think 
that this is a great plan, and more has to be done with the cities. We do need a way to 
get engaged and look at some of these pieces. Overall the policy is great and we can do 
more. That’s the opportunity to push more. I don’t think we need to delay anything. We 
could have another meeting; that would be fine. Let’s do it right, make sure it’s done 
right this round. I think we can get overall confirmation of the policy and work out some 
of the details.  

Break. The group took a break from 6:00 to 6:15.  

Equity discussion continued. Mr. Phillips noted it is fairly obvious we’re going to need another 
meeting. We need to provide direction to staff about what to the group would like to advise. I 
was going to suggest that we take a vote on the equity piece, understanding that the staff will 
have to write it up and bring it back in the context of other work. Mr. Phillips suggests we take 
this as a package in terms of the policy statement, targeted areas, planning process, and the 
implementation plan – as a significant step forward from our discussions last time. With the 
understanding that we vote today, and then will have another opportunity to see this write-up 
and make a final decision later. Mr. Phillips called for a vote. 

18 votes yes, of 18 members present and voting (one submitting vote by email as she attended 
by phone). This is a consensus recommendation (15 needed for consensus vote (80%), 11 for 
recommendation (60%)). 

Current Use Taxation 

Mr. Burns introduced the next section noting that Current Use Taxation and O&M are two 
elements of the funding gap. The major costs are buying the land, but there are a couple of 
ways such as these where we can change the gap.  

As a refresher, Current Use Taxation programs are programs that landowners can enroll in to 
get reduced tax bill in return for additional stewardship on their property. Historically exit rates 
< 3%, so the assumption is that many properties will stay in CUT over time. We are presuming 
that we can leave some properties in and not acquire over time, leading to cost savings. What 
proportion should we rely on CUT to protect these lands, and how much can we reduce the 
gap?  

8 



Mr. Murphy reviewed the slides, noting the risk-of-exit analysis based distance from roads and 
development, and the development potential of each parcel. He acknowledged the large jump 
between the Medium-Low and Medium-High category as illustrated on the slide. Staff have 
recognized that these categories are based on specific property characteristics, but that we are 
using them to guide an order of magnitude estimate of the acreage and avoided cost of what 
we won’t pay for under the initiative. We recognize that CUT enrollments and risk may change 
over time, so we need to retain some strategic agility. Some landowners are simply enrolled as 
a tax benefit so we recognize that some in the low-risk category by the analysis may be higher 
risk due to landowner priorities. Some properties that are enrolled today will leave the 
programs, and others will enter the program. We will assess the risk of exit as we work on these 
conservation acquisitions. We would also like to approach lands that are not currently enrolled, 
and approach them to see if we could get them enrolled. Our staff recommendation is that we 
would take the low and medium-low categories to right-size the avoided costs (not property-
specific, but to set the right scale of the proposal). 

• If we were to say that if we were buy them all we need $588 M? Yes, in 2017 dollars – 
much larger if we inflate over time. If we assume that CUT protection for the low and 
medium-low-risk parcels is protection enough, we could save $175M (in 2017 dollars – 
about $400 million appreciated gap reduction). 

• I’m not sure past is prologue. I am worried about3 % withdrawal number and how much 
it can be counted on. Was age of the landowner part of the analysis? Generational 
transfer is often a threat. Mr. Murphy responded that we don’t have demographic data, 
but with programs starting the 1970s/1980s, there is a generational threat. Regarding 
the first question, there is a draft bill in Olympia suggesting that retiring farmers 
wouldn’t have to pay the back taxes (which could weaken conservation of these 
properties). We don’t this CUT is permanent, but we think that they have been a strong 
tool.  

• Is there any requirement to give notice to exit CUT, prior to doing so? Would King 
County get notice in any way to be able to understand who is withdrawing? There’s not 
a very early notice requirement, to our knowledge, if they withdraw. Suggestion that 
perhaps we consider having an early notice requirement. 

• There’s no requirement that land that is conserved through CUT have any public access? 
Mr. Murphy responded that it is not required. There’s an additional bonus to 
landowners in certain programs for adding public access. 

• I am concerned about scope of proposal, this is a lot of funding for properties that don’t 
have access. Mr. Murphy clarified that we would only buy CUT-enrolled property if it left 
a program, so it’s the reverse of what the questioner was thinking of. 

• CUT tax programs are allowed within cities. Are any of the CUT targets within cities or 
urban growth area? Vast majority of lands in rural and resource lands, not in urban 
areas. But will follow up with Ken in particular. 

• What is the underlying as a general rule? Likely, RA-5. 
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• Would we have cash reserve on hand to purchase properties as they exit CUT? That’s 
the premise of the whole initiative, to have money to act quickly to buy lands as they 
exit. This could be an opportunity to do that.  

• Should there be a policy statement here? Saying “This is what you’re money’s getting 
you…..” We are an AG making recommendations to another body who may choose to go 
to lowest common denominator. Overall, we could put forward both technical and plain 
language explanation to have a policy statement about each topic area. Mr. Burns noted 
that we can add that to the report. Ms. Cairns referred to the 11x17 table reminding 
that Column B has some of the “why.” 

• A sub-section of their Ag Commission noted recently a recommendation that King 
County should not purchase farm land outright to manage as farms. Mr. Murphy 
clarified that easement protection is the focus for farm land. 

• I am interested in how to leave many lands in CUT over the long term. The higher the 
number of acres we purchase, the more that might cost us. How do we predict the 
future? I’d say that he’s more like Option 4. 

• So, when there is a CUT-enrolled property that withdraws, is there an opportunity to 
buy at that time, or do they have development plans and we’re out of luck. When we 
are making decisions about what to invest, it’s not that 5% withdraw so those are the 
ones we need to act on. It’s that we need to be guessing what is at risk and what we 
need to be targeting? Mr. Murphy responds that we don’t have an opportunity to buy 
lands when they withdraw. We did our best guess through our analysis, we saw some 
differences in landowners and landscape so we are using it to guide order of magnitude. 

• This is not a setaside correct? No, it is not - it is just part of the whole  

• Is the 4:1 program and whether it related to CUT? Mr. Burns clarified that the 4:1 
program, which dedicates 4 acres of open space for each one acre annexed under 
specific agreements along the urban growth boundary, is not related to CUT. 

• Does this become a 63,000 acre minus 16,000 acre proposal? Mr. Murphy responded 
that no, we don’t think so. After 30 years, there is still funding coming in. This is a tiering 
of priorities based on a risk analysis of withdrawn properties. We may then acquire 
those lands through acquisition after. 

• Is it inappropriate to say that these lands are permanently preserved? All 63,000 acres? I 
am uncomfortable that this proposal preserved 63,000 when it’s not that much. 

• I would hate to see properties taken out and not maintained. Thinks that there is better 
value in private ownership for some lands.  

• I think the risk of properties coming out is less than what we’re talking about.  

• It’s not just development of these properties – what you’re preserving is forest cover 
along the creek. You’re preserving an ecological value. It’s not just getting rid of 
development, it’s something more than that.  
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Ms. Cairns asked whether the advisory group would vote now to approve that we size funding 
to accommodate leaving the low and medium-low-risk categories in CUT (Option 3 in 
materials), and add a policy statement in the report? Mr. Phillips clarified that on the 11x17 
table it’s the $175M (2017 $) inflated over 30 years ($400 M). 

• We heard a couple voices for other options. Can we record how many AG members 
support other options? 

There was a vote for Option 3 (leave low & medium-low risk in CUT). Out of 17 people present, 
10 votes for Option 3 which met the threshold for recommendation (Consensus 
recommendation (80%)= 14 votes; recommendation (60%) = 10 votes) 

There was then a vote for Option 4 (leave low & medium-low & medium-high risk in CUT). The 
vote was 6 votes, which did not meet a threshold for a recommendation. 

• There is a very large dollar gap between Option 3 & 4. Could you increase the cost 
savings beyond Option 3 – e.g. a midpoint between Option 3 & 4? 

• This is a big gap between the two. If we could come back with something that bridges 
the gap between the two that would be great. Decision-makers may weigh in down the 
road to reduce the numbers further from the level that is there now.  

• Can staff come back with substantive proposal between Option 3 and 4 that is a 
meaningful funding level? Mr. Murphy said that we can come back with some rationale 
for a different sized number.  He can figure out what is “Medium” risk of exit with as 
much logic and defensibility as possible. 

Concluding Remarks. We will meet at Tukwila Community Center next time. We will cover CUT 
decision, O&M, and pace. We won’t bring forward a draft report between Meetings 4 and 5, it 
will come after Meeting 5. 

Mr. Phillips said that we’ll need to consider our next steps. If we recommend something to 
policy makers, we need to make sure that we give thought as to how we make this realistic 
politically. I know that there is a fear about how to pay for things now and in the future, but as 
we grow at a boundless rate what do we do to make sure that we are not leaving communities 
behind.  

Mr. Quinn said that we have done a great deal in terms of our work. We’ve already had a 
conversation in the Phase 1 task force that we participated in last year. Encourages us to think 
about where we were last time, and where we are now in that context. Here’s where we were 
last time, and now in 2017 are we still in the same place.  

Meeting Adjourns. 7:03 pm. 
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